H
ow often does a reader come across an article that seems both seminal to the discipline and so relevant to his or her interests that it personally resonates? I cannot speak for others, but in my own case, I come across such articles only once or twice a decade. The last such article was that by Wilkie and Moore (2003) on which I have been invited to comment. Given that one of my primary intellectual interests for more than 40 years has been the interface between marketing and society and, more precisely, the evaluation of marketing's role as society's provisioning technology, how could I not be excited and impressed by such an article?
There were several reasons for my intellectual excitement. First, I believed that the article made a significant contribution by providing an overview of the intellectual history of the marketing discipline. Although the article is necessarily less detailed, given that it is an article and not a monograph, than the previous works of Bartels (1988) and Sheth, Gardner, and Garrett (1988) , it is the first to provide an overview of the entire century. Then, there is the perceptive treatment of marketing and society in each of the four time periods into which the authors divided the past century. This is material that belongs on the record in an easily accessible location, and that is where it is now to be found. It is my hope that the article's favorable reception will encourage both its authors and others who share their interests to elaborate on the various dimensions of marketing and society in each time period.
It could also be argued that the authors' greatest contributions were the important issues and concerns they raise in the closing pages of the article. Their call for both disciplinary breadth and methodological depth in the training of doctoral candidates strikes me as an especially valid one. I would agree, and trust others will as well, that defragmenting our discipline is at least as important as defragmenting our computers.
There was also a personal dimension to my enthusiastic reception of the article. As I read the discussion of the 1950s and 1960s, I experienced a Proustian "remembrance of times past." Wroe Alderson, Ralph Breyer, and Reavis Cox are not just names to me; they are professors whose courses I took while pursuing first MBA and then doctoral studies at the Wharton School between 1957 and 1961. They were subsequently colleagues of mine when, contrary to accepted practice both then and now, I was appointed an assistant professor at Wharton immediately on receiving my doctorate there. Among my other colleagues at the time were Danny Monieson, George Fisk, and Don Dixon, all of whom subsequently published material of great value in the marketing history, marketing thought, and "social issues" areas.
My recollections of the period remain vivid to this day. Breyer continued to teach and to effectively communicate long after he had become completely deaf. In contrast, Alderson was not an effective classroom teacher, but he was at his intellectual best across the table after a few beers at the Faculty Club of the University of Pennsylvania. Cox, a former journalist, insisted that dissertations, in addition to everything else, must be well and clearly written.
What was considered an acceptable dissertation topic at that time is much different from the current marketing norm. Cox supervised all the relatively few marketing dissertations then being written at Wharton. The doctoral proposal I submitted to him, a proposal he subsequently approved, was approximately two pages in length and could be even more briefly summarized. Cox had rejected my original proposal, which involved using a case study of the Ontario Hog Producers' Marketing Board as the basis for a Palamountaintype Politics of Distribution dissertation (Palamountain 1955) . That being the case, I proposed (after having received the suggestion from Danny Monieson) and Cox approved my using essentially the same Hog Board material to test Alderson's survival and organized behavior system concepts (Shapiro 1964) .
Admittedly, there was a group of people at Wharton during the late 1950s and early 1960s who had previously contributed and who continued to contribute to one or more streams of the marketing and society and marketing thought literature. Young Wharton scholars were just beginning to pursue their interests in these areas at that time. Review material assessing the work of many of these people is available to those interested. It is also true that at that time there was almost certainly more attention paid to marketing functions, marketing flows, marketing institutions, and the way different commodities were marketed than is subsequently the case. Marketing efficiency and the costs of distribution were also recurrent themes at Wharton, especially, but not exclusively, at the doctoral level. However, those who did not live through the period may be inclined to exaggerate the differences in how marketing was being taught and to be unaware of the similarities between marketing programs during that period and what immediately followed.
The marketing departments at the business schools of the 1950s were primarily interested, at both the BBA and MBA levels, in the training of prospective marketing managers. Indeed, the most desired entry-level position on graduation from Wharton with an MBA in marketing was as assistant product manager at General Foods, Lever Brothers, or Procter & Gamble. The marketing courses offered to BBA and MBA students at that time-courses such as Marketing Management, the Management of Promotion, Marketing Research, Sales Management, and Distribution Cost Accounting-were ones that would help qualify these students for such entry-level positions.
Yes, the introductory text used at Wharton during the late 1950s had been appropriately titled Marketing in the American Economy (Vaile, Grether, and Cox 1952) . However, the marketing programs at that time both at Wharton and at other leading business schools were designed to train "savvy managers." Wharton adopted McCarthy's (1960) Basic Marketing as the undergraduate introductory text in the fall of 1961, which required nothing more than a modestly significant change of focus from those who had been teaching from Vaile, Grether, and Cox's (1952) text. The more substantial changes in the Wharton program occurred later in the 1960s when, as was the case elsewhere, a greatly increased emphasis was placed on the quantitative and behavioral dimensions of marketing.
Wilkie and Moore (2003) also struck a responsive chord with their references to macromarketing and the annual seminars of the Macromarketing Society. The 30th Annual Macromarketing Seminar will be held in late May 2005, and the 25th anniversary issue of the Journal of Macromarketing (JMM) will appear shortly thereafter. Since the first seminar was held at the University of Colorado in 1976, a significant number of professors and doctoral students have attended one or more seminars. The gradual finding of one's natural constituency and the falling away of those whose interests are shown not to fit are common characteristics of special interest academic groups. However, I believe that the limited acceptance of macromarketing by the organizations that are training and hiring doctoral candidates also caused some prospective macromarketers to focus elsewhere.
All this being the case, I cannot help but wonder as to the intellectual impact and contribution of the macromarketing interest group. My personal position, but one that many other longtime seminar attendees appear to share, is that by holding the Annual Macromarketing Seminar and publishing the JMM, we have succeeded in keeping the macromarketing faith alive. However, we have not been all that successful in our efforts at proselytizing. For that reason, the group has recently placed renewed emphasis on the design of teaching materials that would be easily and inexpensively available to any and all marketing professors who wish to add a macromarketing module at the BBA, MBA, and/or doctoral level Chuck Slater of the University of Colorado was the intellectual force behind the first few Macromarketing Seminars. Although Alderson's legendary Marketing Theory Seminars had frequently been held at Colorado, there was no direct connection between the two meetings. However, some of the people who had attended the Theory Seminars gravitated toward the Macromarketing Seminars. Given Slater's own work in marketing and economic development, this was understandably the topic that received considerable attention both at these early meetings and, to a lesser extent, in subsequent years. The reduced interest was in large part due to the establishment of an even more specialized marketing and development group by those who had first met and then formed intellectual links at the Macromarketing Seminars.
For many years, JMM has published outstanding articles that were first presented at the biannual Marketing and Development Conferences. A similar publishing arrangement exists with both the Conference on Historical Analysis & Research in Marketing originally established by Stanley Hollander, which also holds biannual meetings on the history of marketing and marketing thought, and the International Society for Quality of Life Studies. There are JMM section editors for marketing and development, quality of life, and marketing history, as well as for the areas of competition and markets, marketing ethics and distributive justice, and global policy and the environment. Finally, for many years, JMM has had an outstanding review and communications section.
In general, JMM is recognized as a solid, second-tier, specialized academic journal. The validity of classifying journals in such a fashion when our discipline has become so fragmented is, of course, questionable. Fortunately, there is now a gradually increasing acceptance that fragmentation makes it all the more essential (as if it ever wasn't) for promotion and tenure committees actually to evaluate the articles of their younger colleagues rather than to base their assessments on questionable rankings of the journals in which the articles have appeared.
Chuck Slater's untimely death in 1978 deprived the macromarketing group of its original intellectual and organizational leader. Fortunately, an informal, self-perpetuating macromarketing policy board soon evolved to provide direction. The generous support of the Bureau of Business Research at the University of Colorado made possible the establishment of the JMM. Approximately 20 years later, Sage became the publisher of JMM. It was not until 2004 that a formal Macromarketing Society was established. For almost 30 years, the annual conferences have been held at locations volunteered by various members of the group. Usually, these were deans, department chairs, or senior professors who could obtain the financial and organizational support required to hold a meeting of 40-50 academics. The task of program chair has also been rotated among the active members of the group.
But enough of looking backward. Wilkie and Moore's (2003) article should be of interest not only to the academically aged and infirm but also to today's marketing professoriate and current doctoral candidates. I was recently asked to speak in Ottawa, Canada, at a research seminar that was held to recognize the tenth anniversary of the doctoral program in business offered by the Sprott School of Business at Carleton University. I had been one of the original external assessors of the program when it was first proposed. That being so, I welcomed an opportunity to observe how this program had evolved. One of my assigned tasks was to present a seminar to a group of marketing professors and doctoral candidates in marketing at Carleton. I agreed, but only with the understanding that all those present would have read Wilkie and Moore's article. I considered this article especially appropriate for a marketing seminar held in Canada's capital city.
The seminar proved of sufficient interest to participants that it ran well beyond the scheduled two hours. A variety of issues related both to the history of the marketing discipline and to the marketing-society interface were discussed. The article itself was well received, and it repeatedly served, as I hoped and expected it would, as an intellectual launching platform. With one notable exception, there was little criticism of the article, though some omissions required by the use of such a broad brush were considered unfortunate. The main concern of participants, a concern that might be expected at a seminar held anywhere outside the United States, was with the ethnocentric, almost entirely American focus of the article. However, that concern also served as a launching platform, and the discussion soon focused on what would be found in a counterpart Canadian, Scandinavian, or U.K. publication.
I left the seminar with a determination to explore this issue of appropriate rest-of-world content further. My particular focus would be Canada, where I have lived for the past 40 years, but, I hoped, a similar approach could and would be used in other countries. The following are some of the questions that have arisen in my initial efforts to think my way through such a project. I am doing this in the hope that readers will call to my attention the conceptual weaknesses they have found in this "first approximation" and offer their own suggestions about how I should proceed. If such readers then wished either to join a Canadian research team or to organize one in another country, my intellectual cup would truly "runneth over."
1. What, if anything, is unique or different about Canadian, as opposed to U.S., marketing thought over the past century? There has always been considerable intellectual movement back and forth across the border between the two countries. In addition, until quite recently, most Canadian marketing professors earned their doctorates in the United States. I assume that this is why I find nothing uniquely Canadian in the intellectual development of twentieth-century marketing thought. However, my guess is that any review of Scandinavian marketing thought would reveal many significant differences, in degree if not in kind, from U.S. marketing thought. 2. What, then, should be the focus of any Canadian publication that builds on Wilkie and Moore's (2003) article? My answer to that is "marketing and society in twentieth-century Canada." Every country has unique social, cultural, political, and economic dimensions, all of which can and do affect marketing. For that reason, we can expect the marketing and society issues of importance in Canada during the twentieth century to have been somewhat unique, whether the comparison being made is with the United States or with Cuba, China, or Columbia. My current thinking is that a similar "marketing and society in ..." approach could also be used in most other countries. 3. Are the time periods that Wilkie and Moore (2003) identify the ones that should be used in studies of marketing and society in Canada or other countries? This originally seemed like an important question to me. However, I eventually realized that the Wilkie and Moore time periods had been "marketing thought" driven. Because the emphasis in other countries would be on "marketing and society" issues and concerns, it would make sense to use some division of the century that is widely accepted among historians and political scientists in the country being studied. 4. What should be found in the discussion of each time period that is used in a national marketing and society study? My answer to this question depends on whether the desired end product is a journal article or an academic monograph. My strong preference is for the preparation of a monograph of some considerable size on which one or more articles might subsequently be based. The monograph approach also allows for the gathering and preservation in a single document of a wide variety of material that is now effectively lost in libraries and archives. Admittedly, the market for such a monograph would be a limited one, but publishing on demand and e-books provide new and exciting production and distribution options.
I envision each time period in the monograph as having an opening contribution that summarizes the political history of the country during the period in question. This should be followed by an economic history of the same time period. It would be expected that both these contributions would be drawn from previously published material. However, the same would most likely not be true for the next chapter that would provide, for example, a marketing and society overview for the period between 1900 and 1920. The remaining contributions in each section would be drawn from books, magazines, newspapers, journal articles, and archival records related to the relevant marketing and society issues of that period. Again, this approach would be valid not only in Canada but in most other countries as well.
But are there, either in Canada or elsewhere, unique marketing and society issues of such importance that they would merit the commissioning of other original contributions to such a monograph. In a word, yes. Over the course of a century, most countries would have passed laws and developed practices that should be studied at some length. Within a Canadian context, for example, I am currently inclined to commission papers on the following subjects: the marketing dimensions of Canadian Royal Commissions, the controversy over marketing boards, the impact of provincial language legislation, the ebb and flow of consumer protection, Canada's Conserver Society and energy conservation studies, and a century of Canadian-American trade controversies.
The preceding subjects should provide a sense for the scope of the proposed Canadian study, hopefully in a way that might also be adapted for use in other countries. However, there are several additional issues that need to be resolved, including the type of bibliographies to be prepared, the appropriate treatment of electronic sources of information, the role of Web sites in the preservation and dissemination of information, the composition of the research team that would be brought together, and the amount of "granting agency" support required to conduct such an ambitious study. These matters must all be resolved, some long before any final decisions can be made with regard to such issues as the most appropriate time periods for analysis and what constitutes essential monograph content for each period.
My proposed Canadian study is only in its initial design stage. What eventually appears in a monograph titled "Marketing and Society in Twentieth Century Canada" will almost certainly be different from how I now envision such a publication. However, one very important concept will not have changed, no matter how much the nature and scope of this proposed project might evolve. Such studies, in Canada and elsewhere, would be a direct "intellectual offshoot" of Wilkie and Moore's (2003) article. For that reason alone, Wilkie and Moore must be recognized not only for writing a sorely needed review article. Their contribution goes beyond the important issues they raise in their concluding section. Most important, in my opinion, they have also served as a catalyst for further research in the area they have so fruitfully explored. I expect to build on the important foundation they have laid, and I urge others to join me in doing so.
